REMARKS 

Claims 1, and 4-9, and 12-19 are pending in the application. 

By the foregoing Amendment, claims 1, 4-9, and 12-15 are amended. Claims 2, 3, 10, and 
1 1 are cancelled without prejudice or disclaimer. New claim 19 is added. The specification is 
amended to correct a grammatical error in paragraph 19, 

Claims 1 and 9 are amended to clarify that the dynamic menu is separate from the 
accompanying display of a conventional hierarchical structure, which permits collapse to the level 
of an ancestor of a selected node, as well as expansion to the level of a descendant of the selected 
node, and to more clearly define the dynamic menu. Claims 4-8 and 12-15 are amended for 
conformity with claims 1 and 9. 

These changes are believed not to introduce new matter, and entry of the Amendment is 
respectfully requested. 

Based on the above Amendment and the following Remarks, Applicant respectfully requests 
that the Examiner reconsider all outstanding rejections, and withdraw them. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S 103 

In paragraph 2 of the Office Action, claims 1-18 were rejected under section 103(a) of the 
U.S. patent statute as being unpatentable over Pajak et al. in view of Martinez et al. This rejection 
is believed to be overcome by the above amendments to claims 1 and 9. 

Amended claims 1 and 9 clearly differentiate between the display of a conventional 
multilevel hierarchical structure, in which nodes having ancestors can be collapsed to the level of 
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any ancestor and nodes having descendants can be expanded to the level of any descendant, and the 



display of a dynamic menu associated with a selected node. 

The Office Action states on page 5 that "[t]he dynamic menu is interpreted as [a, sic] menu 
that is generated based on current conditions." Using this definition, Pajak's "folder pop-up" menu, 
which is shown in Figure 7 of Pajak and described at column 7, line 57 - column 8, line 2, is not a 
dynamic menu. 

The difference between Pajak's "folder pop-up menu" and the dynamic menu recited in 
claims 1 and 9 is illustrated below. 



Cursor 
hovered 

over 
level "3": 



PaJak et al. 



5 



d uontent oT tne Hnor A T 



5how One More level 
Show One Less Level 
Show All levels 
Show Top level 
Show Highest Version 



e SNeqfltive Rules Qflnvgf 



Gardner et al. 



Close CHAPTERS 



• 



AC 



Close § 5.03 
3 i 

Open to level 4 (8 Items) 
Open to level 5 (28 Items) 
Open to level 6 (42 Items) 



li 
£ 
Ji 

la 



S 5 N9q?<live Rlileg oflnver 



Cursor 
hovered 
over 
level "4": 



Show One More Level 
Show One Less Level 
Show All Levels 
Show Top level 
IP Show Highest Version 



Close CHAPTER 5 
Close § 5.06 
Close 2 
d i 



Open to level S (3 Items) \ 



1 

n 



Cursor 
hovered 
over 
level "1": 



® 



n APPENDIX 4 Patent 



Show One More Level 
Show One ICM level 
Show Alt Levels 
Show fop Level 
Show Highest Version 



Cooperation Treaty (PC!) 
Ions Under the PCT 
I 



(?)n APPENDIX 11 PatehtAct of 1836. Ch. 357. 5 Sta 



Patents, Trademarks, and 
Statute of Monopolies of 1 
l^ctof 1790, Ch.7, 1 Stat. 1i 
Af:tof1793,Ch.11, 1 Stat 



® 



r APPEflDIX 4 Patent Cooperation Treaty (PCI) 



APPENDIX 4 4 
Open 1o level 2 
Open to level 3 
Open to level 4 
□APPdNDlX 



Ions Under the PCT 



(3 Items) 

(13 Items) 



Patents, Trademarks, and 
Statute of Monopolies of 1 
(82 Items) | e\ct of 1790, Ch. 7, 1 Stat H 
10 Patent Act of 1793, Ch. 11, 1 Stat 



(?)n APPENDIX 11 Patent Act of 1836. Ch. 357. 5 Sta 



-13- 



In the above illustrations, Applicant interprets the "folder pop-up menu" and the multilevel 
hierarchical structure of Pajak and the dynamic menu and the multilevel hierarchical structure as 
recited in claims 1 and 9 to be the elements as labeled below: 
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Reference is also made to the more detailed "Comparison of invention to prior art" submitted 
as an Appendix to the Response and Amendment submitted October 19, 2006. 

As can be seen from the above illustrations as well as the previously-submitted "Comparison 
of invention to prior art," if Pajak's "folder pop-up menu" were implemented to "pop-up" when the 
cursor is hovered over different levels of the imderlying conventional hierarchy, it would always 
says: ShoM/ One More Levels Show One Less Level, Show All Levels, Show Top Level, Show Highest 
Version. See Figure 7 of Pajak and column 7, line 57 - column 8, line 2. Regardless of the level 
actually being displayed, Pajak' s folder pop-up menu is always the same; it is not "generated based 
on current conditions" in accordance with the definition set forth in the Office Action. In contrast, 
in the claimed invention, the dynamic menu is different depending upon current conditions, 
specifically, the location in the underlying conventional hierarchy over which the cursor is hovered; 
for level "3," Close CHAPTER 5, Close § 5.03, 3«, Open to level 4 (8 items). Open to level 5 (28 
items). Open to level 6 (42 items); for level "4," Close CHAPTER 5, Close § 5. 06, Close 2, d«, Open 
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to level 5 (3 items); for level "5 " APPENDIX 4«, Open to level 2 (3 items). Open to level 3 (13 
items). Open to level 4 (82 items). 

If Paj ak gathers statistics about the current state of the hierarchical structure and dynamically 
generate information from the statistics (as required by claims 1 and 9), Pajak certainly does not 
adjust the information generated dynamically from the statistics based on the position of a selected 
node displayed in the hierarchical structure, because Pajak' s folder pop-up is always the same. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the invention as recited in claims 
1 and 9 and the claims depending therefrom is not taught or suggested by Pajak; and that the 
rejection should be withdrawn. 

New Claim 19 

New claim 1 9 is believed to be patentable over the prior art of record for the reasons stated 
above with respect to claims 1 and 9. 

Conclusion 

All rejections have been complied with, properly traversed, or rendered moot. Thus, it now 
appears that the application is in condition for allowance. Should any questions arise, the Examiner 
is invited to call the undersigned representative so that this case may receive an early Notice of 
Allowance. 
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Favorable consideration and allowance are earnestly solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 
JACOBSON HOLMAN PLLC 
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